International administrations are a very specific form of statebuilding. This paper examines the limits illustrated by the experience in Kosovo. Here, the international administration faced the same requirements of any legitimate, Liberal government, but without the checks and balances normally associated with Liberal governance. Thus, the international administration was granted full authority and the power thereby associated, but without the legitimacy upon which the Liberal social contract rests. The state-building agenda put forth came to be seen as more exogenous, reinforcing the delegitimization process. This paper will specifically address the influence of the Weberian approach to legitimacy on the statebuilding literature, as well as its limits. It will then propose other possible avenues for statebuilding, more in line with a wider understanding of legitimacy and intervention.
This contribution builds on the previous literature on the subject, which has made considerable leeway in increasing the awareness of challenges that confronted the UN in the state-building process in Kosovo (Caplan 2005; Chesterman 2004; Hehir 2006 Hehir , 2007 Hehir and 2009 ; King and Mason 2006; Narten 2008; Yannis 2001 and . Recognizing the contribution made by this literature, this article will provide additional layers of theorization. First, it will review the Weberian conceptions of statehood in the statebuilding literature, and its relationship to the concept of legitimacy. If the UN, as an international trustee, has successfully contributed to the institutional reconstruction of Kosovo, including the capacity to 'monopolize the legitimate use of physical force,' it has also had difficulty nurturing and fostering local legitimacy in the daily governance of the territory. This 'legitimacy dilemma,' happens despite the best intentions of international administrators, whose externally-mandated preferences tend to further delegitimates their intervention. Mirroring the state-strength dilemma identified by Kalevi Holsti, this is a process that defies even well-intentioned officials (Holsi 1996) . A second section analyzes the 'legitimacy dilemma' and its implication in the delegitimization process that confronted international officials in the conduct of the mandate. In this section, the article takes a closer look at the rise of the Vetëvendosje! Movement as a force of contestation to local perceptions of the legitimacy of the international architecture put in place in 1999, and a third section will demonstrate dynamics other than ethnic rivalries were at work in the events, notably the frustration over the delay in addressing the status question. Finally, the article will look briefly at the latest developments in the region, and other avenues for statebuilding in Kosovo.
Weber, Statehood, and Statebuilding
The Weberian approach to statehood is the starting point for a number of analyses on state collapse and state building. Weber famously defines the state 'as a human community that successfully claims the monopoly of the legitimate use of physical force within a given territory' (Weber 1948b, p. 78) . Following this definition, the state's ability to provide security is the benchmark according to which each state can be judged.
Besides security, other criteria also have to be taken into account, all related to the capabilities of the state to secure its grip on society. The predominant approach involves the 'institutional approach,' advanced notably by the likes of Gerald Helman, Steven Ratner, Francis Fukuyama and Robert Rotberg among others, tend to focus on the administrative capability of the state and the ability of the state apparatus to affirm its authority over the society (Helman and Ratner 1992-1993; Fukuyama 2004; Rotberg 2003) . This institutionalist approach is central to the idea of transitional administrations, trusteeships and international administrations, as well as less disciplinarian interventions.
If (neo)Weberian approaches to statehood have profoundly influenced the state-building literature, the same could be said of the Weberian legacy regarding legitimacy. If Weber is rightly regarded as one of the most influential thinkers in social science, his contribution regarding the concept of legitimacy has been deemed highly controversial.
For David Beetham, 'on the subject of legitimacy, his influence has been an almost unqualified disaster ' (1991, p. 8) . However, according to Beetham and others, the main mistake is not Weber's, but that of those social scientists who have reduced the explanation of beliefs to the processes and agencies of their dissemination and internalization (1991, p. 10; Hobson and Seabrooke 2001) . Nevertheless, Weber conceives legitimacy as a necessary condition and a means for a government to exercise authority over society. This could be done either by charismatic, traditional or rationallegal principles, to take up the three well-known ideal types presented by Weber (1947, p. 130) . In that sense, legitimacy principles are in fact principles of legitimization of the central authority. For Weber, the claim of legitimacy is a bid for a justification of support, and its success consists not in fulfilling normative conditions but in being believed. He defines legitimacy as 'the prestige of being considered exemplary or binding' (Weber 1962, p. 72) . To a certain extent, Weber's definition of legitimacy goes back to his own definition of politics: 'we wish to understand by politics only the leadership, or the influencing of the leadership, of a political association, hence today, of a state' (Weber 1948a, p. 77) . Thus, it could be argued that Weber's conception of politics, and political legitimacy, is closely linked to his own conception of the state.
Weber's definition of legitimacy led Hanna Pitkin to argue that it was 'essentially equivalent to defining "legitimate" as "the condition of being considered legitimate," and the corresponding "normative" definition comes out as "deserving to be considered legitimate" ' (1972, p. 281) . It is also on that ground that Peter Blau states that Weber 'takes the existence of legitimate authority for granted and never systematically examine the structural conditions under which it emerges out of other forms of power,' while Carl Friedrich posits that Weber's analysis 'assumes that any system of government is necessarily legitimate' (Blau 1970, p. 149; Friedrich 1963, p. 186 ).
Weber's conception of legitimacy has been quite influential, leading many social scientists in the twentieth century to follow the Weberian definition of legitimacy as belief in legitimacy. For instance, Seymour Lipset defines legitimacy of a political system as its capacity 'to engender and maintain the belief that the existing political institutions are the most appropriate ones for the society ' (1959, p. 86) . Richard Merelman considers legitimacy as 'a quality attributed to a regime by a population. That quality is the outcome of the government's capacity to engender legitimacy ' (1966, p. 548 ).
Charles Tilly is also resolutely Weberian when he states that 'legitimacy depends rather little on abstract principle or assent of the governed. (…) Legitimacy is the probability that other authorities will act to confirm the decisions of a given authority ' (1985, p. 171) . Accordingly, scholars following the institutional approach to statebuilding, under the influence of Weber's pioneering work, tend to treat legitimacy either as a mere consequence of functioning institutions or as a process of legitimization. This naturally stems from the Weberian approach of legitimacy. As Robert Grafstein states, 'Weber virtually identifies legitimacy with stable and effective political power, reducing it to a routine submission to authority' (Grafstein 1981, p. 456) . Hence, we will analyze each aspect separately while addressing recent developments in the literature of statebuilding. Robert Rotberg's work is certainly a good example of the tendency to reduce legitimacy to a consequence of 'stable and effective political power.' Mentioning legitimacy only as consequence of good delivery of public goods, he argues that public goods 'give content to the social contract between ruler and ruled' (Rotberg 2004, pp. 2-3) . The author notes that 'there is no failed state without disharmonies between communities,' but considers these 'disharmonies' as consequences of the failure of state institutions (Rotberg 2003, p. 4) . Hence, legitimacy in that regard is treated as a natural by-product of successful state institutions. Once again, it all comes back to the definition of the state that one adopts. The author mentions that 'a nation-state also fails when it loses legitimacy, that is, when its nominal borders become irrelevant and autonomous control passes to groups within the national territory of the state, or sometimes even across its international borders' (Rotberg 2003, p. 9) . The Weberian conception of the state cannot be more emphasized in that regard. The other tendency, 'reducing legitimacy to a routine submission to authority,' is encompassed in Francis Fukuyama's work for instance, with the specific emphasis the author puts on democracy as a legitimizing factor for the institutionalization process in a weak state. According to him, the only viable and durable source of legitimacy in today's world is liberal democracy (Fukuyama 1989, p. 3; Fukuyama 2004, p. 26) .
Hence, one can argue that insisting on the political concept of legitimacy allows us to concentrate our attention on the state and society as distinct in terms of 'actors' though not necessarily autonomous institutions and activities. As Alexander Wendt stated, '(…) it seems impossible to define the state apart from "society." States and societies seem to be conceptually interdependent in the same way that masters and slaves are, or teachers and students; the nature of each is a function of its relation to the other' (Wendt 1999, p. 199) . In that regard, it appears crucial to understand state and society in their mutually constitutive relationship, where legitimacy conditions state strength and is, at the same time, an element of state strength. As Beetham states, 'a given power relationship is not legitimate because people believe in its legitimacy, but because it can be justified in terms of their beliefs ' (1991, p. 11) .
The overwhelming influence of the Weberian approach in the statebuilding literature will lead to a certain bias in international interventions, best summarized as the 'more is better' approach, where the more intrusive the intervention is, the more successful the outcome would be. The institutional focus will lead interveners to believe they can proceed with statebuilding activities without entering in the realm of nation-building (Lemay-Hébert 2009). Additionally, the mental conception the interveners have of a territory and its institutions will impact the actual intervention and the means used by the international community to address statebuilding challenges (Lemay-Hébert 2011).
As it will be seen in the next sections, the approach used by the international community in Kosovo will carry in its own architecture the ferment of the delegitimation process. UNMIK's mandate as stipulated in Resolution 1244 was threefold: to establish a functioning interim civil administration, to promote the establishment of substantial autonomy and self-government, and finally to facilitate a political process to determine Kosovo's future status. One innovative feature of the mandate was the concentration of powers to the SRSG, who, as the legal head of state of Kosovo, enjoys 'virtually unlimited powers' (Mertus 2003, p. 28) . He was given the responsibility to assure the coherence of the whole mission and to facilitate the political process designed to determine Kosovo's future status. Hence, not only was he empowered to assume full interim administrative responsibility over the territory of Kosovo, he was also given a central political role in settling the conflict. The civilian mandate was at first to 'oversee and, where necessary, conduct a number of civil affairs functions, such as the civil service and economic and budgetary affairs, as well as support the restoration and provision in the short run of basic public services, such as public health, education, utilities, transport and telecommunications.' However, the SRSG subsequently interpreted extensively its own mandate. As Marcus Brand recalled: '"basic civilian administrative functions" became to mean that all administrative functions (as basic as they may be under the given circumstances), are exercised by UNMIK alone' (Brand 2003, p. 9) . The SRSG competencies will be defined by the Constitutional Framework for Provisional SelfGovernment in 2001. Despite the transfer of competencies in certain fields, the SRSG retained oversight of most competencies, which will lead to public clashes with local institutions.
Everyday Legitimacy and Legitimacy Dilemma in Kosovo
Strictly speaking, there is no separation of power in the framework of the international administration of Kosovo. The 'executive, legislative, and judicial authority are vested in a single individual (the transitional administrator), whose decisions cannot be challenged by the local population, whose actions are not always transparent, and who cannot be removed from power by the community in whose interests he or she exercises authority ostensibly' (Caplan 2005, p. 196) . In practice, not only is he not accountable to the local population, but he enjoys a certain degree of autonomy from the UN structure as well. UNMIK was widely viewed as an arrogant bureaucracy, which was seen as feeding on itself' (Donini et al. 2005, p. 31) . In fact, the most damning reviews of UNMIK came from international staff with experience in Kosovo. Lesley Abdela, OSCE deputy director for democratization building in Kosovo, 'by the time I left Kosovo in December 1999, UNMIK had squandered its honeymoon period (…) By mid-October, it had become clear that the international community was fast losing credibility' (Abdela 2003, p. 209) . Hansjörg
Strohmeyer, who played a prominent role in UNMIK, recalls the progression of the Albanian sentiment in a simple sentence: 'just before the UN moved in, the Albanians were forced to give the three-finger Serb salute. When the UN arrived, they gave us the peace sign. And then after we'd been there a week, they gave us the middle finger' (Power 2008, p. 280) . For Justice Goldstone, chair of the International Independent Inquiry on Kosovo, 'Kosovo is effectively under colonial rule. During my most recent visit to Kosovo, the distrust of the administrative and political capacity of the Albanian population was palpable' (Goldstone 2002, p. 145) . Hence, if the international military campaign rode on a wave of popular sentiment (King and Mason 2006, p. 79) , and if during the initial months of the intervention UNMIK was able to justify and legitimize its presence to a certain extent, with its honeymoon over, UNMIK had a hard time convincing the local population of the legitimate character of its rule and administration.
One central dynamic confronting international administrations is the legitimacy dilemma. Indeed, much of what international administrators do to reinforce their rule also perpetuates their weakness, a process which mirrors Kalevi Holsti's concern with the 'state-strength dilemma'. For Holsti, the weak state, 'in its attempt to find strength, adopts predatory and kleptocratic practices or plays upon and exacerbates social tensions between the myriads of communities that make up the society. Everything it does to become a strong state actually perpetuates its weakness' (Holsti 1996, 117) .
And, like Holsti's state-strength dilemma, the legitimacy dilemma applies to international administrators and well-intentioned and honest leaders. In effect, it is hard to precisely assess the support enjoyed by the Vetëvendosje! movement in the Kosovar-Albanian community. The attendance at political rallies conducted by the self-determination movement has been generally low, the biggest crowd being at the February 2007 demonstration, which attracted 2,000 to 3,000
demonstrators. The movement claims to have a network of 10,000 followers, among its According to an internal UNMIK document, one of the lessons learned from the experience of the UN administration of Kosovo is that 'the Mission demonstrated a lack of cultural sensitivity and an insufficient understanding of the dynamics of the society, in terms both of power structures and of negotiations.' Hence, 'cultural sensitivity and understanding of local society must be the guiding principles for policy planning and implementation' for future civil administration missions. Certainly, cultural sensitivity, along with robust accountability mechanisms and a greater local ownership of the process, can help the mission garner a certain degree of legitimacy. However, as David
Harland notes, 'all international administration, however benign, is to some extent illegitimate. International administration, even when it is aligned with the wishes of the people concerned, is almost always imposed from outside' (Harland 2004, p. 15 
Conclusion
The main argument of this contribution is that statebuilding should not be understood simply as institutional reconstruction. The Neo-Weberian logics of statebuilding can place interveners in a difficult situation when time comes to legitimate the international agenda. The setup of an international administration with executive, legislative and judicial powers put the international officials in an intractable conundrum, resulting in a 'legitimacy dilemma:' what the interveners do to reinforce their legitimacy perpetuates their weakness. The state-building agenda comes to be seen as progressively more exogenous, further reinforcing the delegitimization process. It is important to reinforce the argument that it is a structural dynamic, not only related to a few 'bad apples in the barrel,' as stressed by some opponents to the international administration. In that regard, the Western-oriented conception of state, state legitimacy and statebuilding, can incite resistance, 'reflecting the common emergence of a local post-colonial narrative about liberal peacebuilding's endorsement of an international-local relationship, configured as managers and subjects' (Richmond 2009, p. 558) .
This configuration of allegiances, prioritizing the interests and politics of the international community to the detriment of the context, needs and interests of local constituents, has had clear repercussions on the constitution of the social order in Kosovo, and continue to have even today (Visoka and Bolton 2011) . Indeed, according to Jitske Hoogenboom, 'over the past 12 years, authorities in Kosovo have been primarily accountable to the international community, instead of their own community. Up until today, international actors have had a mandate to overrule decisions of the Kosovo Government, or at least to influence them substantially, often from behind the scenes' (2011, p. 5) . This has led to a very unbalanced process of Liberal statebuilding, where international officials were placed in a position of full authority, at least until March 2004, but without benefiting from the legitimacy upon which the Liberal social contract rests. As this article argued, it is a process that is consistent with Neo-Weberian conceptions of state and legitimacy which constitute the orthodoxy in the field today.
The Weberian conception of the state -emphasizing the administrative capability of the state and the ability of the state apparatus to affirm its authority over the society -and the Weberian definition of legitimacy as belief in legitimacy have had a profound impact on current statebuilding approaches and practices, neo-Weberians deriving from
Weber's work a model of international intervention, where 'more is the better.' However, on the everyday level, the international administration in Kosovo was deeply problematic, unable as it was to be seen as a legitimate authority by its local subjects, all communities included. The Kosovo experiment stands as a useful reminder that the institutional focus, so pervasive in the contemporary literature on statebuilding, leaves crucial elements out of the equation, such as the structural conditions under which legitimacy emerges in statebuilding processes, conditions which should be explored and not taken from granted in the context of international interventions.
